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THE BARONIES OF SOUTH CAROLINA. 
By Henry A. M. Smith. 





XI, 
RAPHOE BARONY. 


On the 16 August, 1698, John Bayley Esq., of Ballina- 
clough, in the County of Tipperary, Ireland, by a patent of 
that date, was by the Lords Proprietors of Carolina created 
a Landgrave. The entry in the minutes is “John Bayley 
“Esq. had another Patent for Landgrave granted him be- 
“ing dated y’ 16 of August, 1698, for which he is to pay 
“£100.0.0 in Ireland.” 

This is the first mention of John Bayley in that connec- 
tion and it does not appear for what service or position the 
dignity of Landgrave was bestowed upon him. The £100. 
was not for the dignity which under the fundamental Con- 
stitutions was not purchasable and does not appear ever 
by the Proprietors to have been sold, but was in considera- 
tion of the reduced rent at which at that date the Proprie- 
tors issued the grants to lands at a quit rent thereon. The 
name is subsequently variously spelt in the old records, viz: 





10ff: Hist: Com: Book N. C., p. 333. 
“Ibid, London MSS. vol. 4, p. 70. His patent as Landgrave in 
Latin is recorded in Bk. Q. Q., 1685-1712, p. 321. 
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Bayley, Bayly, Bailey and Baily. The correct spelling seems 
to have been Bayley, as used in his patent, although the 
form Bailey is the more common. 

The original John Bayley, so far as the record discloses, 
does not appear to have come to Carolina to take out the 
lands to which he was entitled under his landgrave’s patent. 
On his death his landgraveship descended to his son and 
heir of the same name. This last also does not appear to 
have come to Carolina, but on 9" November, 1722, he 
executed a power of attorney to one Alexander Trench of 
Charles Town’ empowering the latter to take possession of 
and sell and dispose of the lands in Carolina to which the 
former was entitled under the patent issued to his father. 

Trench, if not then living in Charles Town, seems to 
have soon proceeded there and arranged to have surveyed 
out and to dispose of the lands. The method pursued by 
him in so doing seems to have been unique as practiced by 
him and by the second Landgrave, Bellinger. The patent 
as Landgrave entitled the holder to four baronies of 12,000 
acres each, or 48,000 acres in all. The course pursued 
under the instructions of the Proprietors from the settle 
ment of the colony was that in all such cases an application 
was to be made for a grant and a specific grant made before 
the applicant became entitled to the land, i.e. the party hold- 
ing a patent, or receipt, or certificate, entitling him to a 
grant made application to the council for a grant, There- 
upon a warrant was issued to the Surveyor General to 
survey for the applicant out of land not already granted the 
acreage for which he applied. The Surveyor General hav- 
ing surveyed the land made a plat with his certificate of 
survey annexed and a grant was then issued to the applicant 
by the Governor and the deputies of the Proprietors for 
the land described in the plat and certificate. 

Copies of the plat and certificate were kept in the records 
of the Surveyor General’s office. 

Alexander Trench does not seem to have followed this 
course. He would have a parcel of land surveyed 
out for an intending purchaser from him and _ then 


°M. C. O. Charleston, Bk. D., p. 163. 
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annex the plat to a deed of conveyance direct from him- 
self as attorney for John Bayley to the purchaser 
as made for land to which Bayley was entitled under his 
patent. No direct grant from the Lords Proprietors would 
thus appear for that specific parcel of land. 

Trench probably returned copies of all plats surveyed for 
him to the Surveyor General’s office so as to keep the 
record and prevent double grants of the same land. As 
most of the old records of such plats prior to 1732 have 
apparently been destroyed—at least they are not to be found 
among the State records in Columbia—it cannot be ascer- 
tained definitely whether Trench did so or not; but as copies 
of a number of the plats made for him in this way are 
scattered throughout some of the old record books, it would 
appear probable that he did. 

The consequence has been that titles originating from 
John Bayley cannot be traced back to a definite grant. They 
commence with a deed of conveyance from Trench, as At- 
torney for Bayley, and not being listed or indexed as granted, 
it is most difficult at times to go back to the first holder. 
The only other case in which to the ascertainment of this 
writer the same course was followed to any extent is that 
of Landgrave Edmund Bellinger with this difference, that 
Landgrave Bellinger seems to have had the lands surveyed 
out and platted for himself and in his own name, whereas 
in the majority of cases Trench would apparently bargain 
off so much land to a third person, have it surveyed and 
then convey the land surveyed to the party. 

Exactly, therefore, when the Raphoe Barony was sur- 
veyed out cannot be ascertained. 

There is no grant for it on record. The plats of the date 
at which it was probably laid out are not now to be found 
in Columbia. The writer has seen a copy of an old plat, ap- 
parently in the handwriting of Joseph Purcell, a surveyor 
of excellent standing in the low country at the end of the 
18" and beginning of the 19" centuries. This plat is 
described as “Copy of a plan of Raphoe Barony on Santee 
“River from a plat on parchment taken June 1803” and is 
endorsed “Plan of Raphoe Barony belonging to John Bay- 
“lie Landgrave.” It is a matter of speculation whether the 
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name Raphoe is of Indian origin. The ending “e” or “oe” 
would so indicate, but it may be after some Irish or other 
locality. 

The plat annexed to this article is made from the old copy 
plat above referred to. 

The record does not disclose any transfer of this Barony 
from John Bayley. Trench died about 1731 or 1732, or in 
that neighbourhood. 

After Trench’s death the Barony seems to have been 
abandoned. At least no transfer or disposition of it can 
be found on the record by John Bayley or any one claiming 
under him. 

Previous to the laying out of the Barony the land to the 
West had been granted. On 15 September, 1705° there had 
been issued to John Strode (or Stroud) three grants for 
400 acres each, all adjacent and situate on the South side 
of the Santee river, forming a solid body of land of 1,200 
acres. On the easternmost of these grants was the large 
spring, then and ever since known as “Eutaw Springs.” 
On the old plat it is spelt “Hutaw.” Strode was the son of 
a John Strode of Barbadoes, who had taken an interested 
part in the settlement of the Province. As early as 1695 a 
grant for 500 acres’ had been made to John Strode on a 
swamp or stream flowing into the head of Appee Bee or 
Fosters creek. To that he had added by grant and purchase 
until he had acquired an estate of about 1,600 acres. Strode 
seems to have died in the province, leaving a widow, Susan- 
nah, who later, certainly during or prior to 1712, married 
the Honorable James Kinloch, son of Sir Francis Kinloch 
Bart: of Gilmerton in East Lothian, Scotland. Through pro- 
ceedings for the settlement of Strode’s estate the lands near 
Fosters’ creek as well as those on Santee river passed to 
James Kinloch, who on 26 Decr, 1749,’ conveyed 200 acres, 
the Southern half of the Easternmost grant of 400 acres, 
to Margaret O’Neal. Upon the part so conveyed was the 
Eutaw Spring. The tract conveyed is described as bound- 
ing Southeast and Northeast on lands laid out to “Land- 





‘Off: Secy. State, Grant Bk. 35, p. 480. 
"Ibid, p. 163. 
*M. C. O. Charleston, Bk. G. G., p. 27. 
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grave Trench.” The remaining 1,000 acres of the Strode 
grants, James Kinloch, on 5 February, 1750, conveyed to 
his son, Francis Kinloch, who on 2 December, 1756, con- 
veyed the remaining 200 acres of the Easternmost Strode 
grant (the part fronting on the river) to George Austin.’ 

In the deed it is recited that James Kinloch had become 
entitled to the 1,200 acres, which was bounded East and 
South by “Trench’s Barony cailed Raphoe or vacant land,” 
and this is the only other mention of the name “Raphoe” on 
the record that the writer has found. The 200 acres con- 
veyed is described as bounding Northeast “on Trench’s 
“Barony or vacant land.” 

On 4 May, 1757, Francis Kinloch conveyed the remain- 
ing 800 acres to Thomas Lynch and on 19 April, 1769, 
Thomas Lynch and Isaac Motte J" conveyed the 800 acres 
to Peter Sinkler and James Sinkler. The name of “Belvi- 
dere’’ was given to this tract of 800 acres at a very early 
date, whether during the ownership of the Kinlochs, Lynch, 
or the Sinklers, the record does not disclose, but this name 
it has ever since retained, and the tract has also since re- 
mained, as it still does, in the Sinkler family. 

During this period the Barony seems to have lain as it 
were abandoned. In the last deeds of Francis Kinloch it is 
described as “or vacant land’ and new grants were issued 
for parts of it. As early as 1747 Margaret O’Neal had ob- 
tained a grant for 100 acres (afterwards called the Plum 
Patch) within the Barony lines. Margaret O’Neal, who 
was the widow of Charles O’Neal, afterwards (in 1753), 
married James McKelvey,’ and James McKelvey took out 
a number of grants, many of which were for land within 
the Barony lines. According to certain affidavits on the 
record” both James McKelvey and Margaret O’Neal (who 
was also born McKelvey) were from a place called Brackey 
in the Parish of Fermon Magurk in the Barony of Omagh, 
County Tyrone, Ireland. One of the plantations owned by 
McKelvey was called Brackey. A number of grants within 

“ibid, (bk; Bb. B;, 501. 

"Ibid, Bk. W. 5, p. 83. 


*Ibid, Bk. I. No. 7, p. 386. 
“Ibid, C. No. 6, p. 381. 
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the Barony lines were taken out by others, too numerous for 
recapitulation, and by 1775 the entire area seems to have 
been regranted. Francis Kinloch, on 22 Novr., 1760, re- 
ceived a grant within the Barony for 1,000 acres, at a place 
known as Dawshee or Dorchee, immediately adjacent to the 
East to the Strode grants, which he subsequently transferred 
to Tacitus Gaillard.” 

The name Raphoe seems to have disappeared, and as 
many of the new grants included land both within and with- 
out the Barony the lines of the Barony as distinctive recog- 
nizable lines were disregarded. Exactly what plantations 
afterwards occupied the area of the Barony it is impossible 
for the writer to say without more maps than he has found 
upon the record. Beginning at the line between the Barony 
and the Eutaw Springs tract and going East, the first plan- 
tation on the river was Brackey, on a part of the Francis 
Kinloch 1,000 acre grant. It belonged for a long time to 
the McKelvey’s, from whom no doubt it received the name. 
Then followed Dawshee or Dorchee, which seems to have 
been subdivided into three, viz: Black Jack, Old Dawshee, 
and New or Little Dawshee. Then came Walnut Grove, a 
plantation at one time owned by Gabriel Marion and by 
him devised to his son, Benjamin Marion,” and which was 
afterwards acquired by Capt. Peter Gaillard of the “Rocks” 
who transferred it to his son, James Gaillard. Then fol- 
lowed “Pond Bluff,’ the plantation owned by General 
Francis Marion of the Revolution. To what extent (if at 
all) the next plantation, “Black Branch,” was within the 
lines the writer cannot indicate. So as to the plantations 
lying away from the river, the following seem to have been 
within the Barony lines, viz: Belmont, Blue Hole, Lime- 
spring, New Mercia, Brush Pond, and Ash Hill. Possibly 
a portion of “The Rocks,” the plantation of Capt. Peter 
Gaillard of the Revolution was also in part within the 
Barony, and so also as to “Walworth” plantation. The 
change of ownership and change of name of much of this 
property seems to have been quite constant, altho up to 1860 





"Ibid, D. No. 3, p. 728. 
2Prob: Ct. Charleston, Will dated 29 Febry., 1776. 
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the land was owned by practically the descendants of the 
same group of families. 

The road to the “Congarees” on the old map called the 
“Charichy” (Cherokee) path ran directly across the Barony 
to the ferry known as Nelson’s ferry, over which the trade 
to the interior, to the Northwest, passed. It was during the 
war of the Revolution the highway for the passage of the 
armed forces of both sides, and it was at the Eutaw Springs 
(on the Strode grant), near this road, that was fought, in 
1781, the battle of Eutaw Springs, which although tactically 
a repulse to General Greene and the American Army, yet 
practically ended all British occupation of South Carolina 
outside of the City of Charleston and its environs. The 
land within the Barony apparently was excellent and with 
the cultivation of cotton the section attained to a high de- 
gree of material prosperity. As was the case with the rest 
of the low country of South Carolina the consequence of 
the war of 1861-1865 was to destroy all this. The accumu- 
lations of years of labour were swept away. The whole 
economic system on which the industry of the country was 
based was changed and the result has been that the same 
complete change in the ownership and occupation of the 
land has taken place. 


XII. 


THE TOMOTLEY BARONY. 


Tomotly, Tomotlee, Timotly, Timotlee, as it is variably 
spelt, was the name apparently of Indian origin of a locality 
in Granville (now Beaufort) County. It was in the lands 
occupied by the Yemassee Indians. After the expulsion of 
those Indians, consequent upon the Yemassee war of 1715, 
those lands known as the Yemassee lands became open to 
settlement. 


Edmund Bellinger appears in the Province as early as 
1692. He is called “Captain’’ Edmund Bellinger, possibly 
was a ship captain, but at any rate stood well with the Lords 
Proprietors, was in 1697 the deputy of Lord Craven, in 1698 
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was appointed Surveyor General and was a member of the 
Grand Council. 

In 1698 he assisted the Proprietors in drawing up the 
fifth (and last) set of Fundamental Constitutions proposed 
for the government of the Province.’ 

By a patent dated 7 May, 1698, he was created a Land- 
grave. The memorandum on minute is “Capt. Edmund 
“Bellinger had a patent for Landgrave Granted him, being 
“dated y’ 7" of May, 1698, for which he is to pay £100. in 
“Carolina.’”” 

This £100. was not as has been erroneously stated in 
payment for this dignity of Landgrave. That dignity was 
by the Fundamental Constitutions not purchasable, and so 
far as this writer knows there is no instance in which it was 
by the Lords Proprietors attempted to be sold. 

It was paid “as a consideration for reducing the rent of 
“their Lands to ten shillings for one thousand acres.’” 

Under this patent a barony containing 13,000 acres was 
laid out in the Yemassee lands and included the savannah or 
swamp known by the name of Tomotley. When the barony 
was run out the record does not disclose. It would appear 
that Edmund Bellinger (both the first and the second Land- 
grave of that name) followed the plan that has been de- 
scribed in the account of the Raphoe barony as pursued by 
Alexander Trench, of having the land run out directly under 
the patent, without applying for any further specific grant 
therefor. 

The first Landgrave died, leaving a will dated 10 October, 
1705, whereby he devised all the lands under his patent to 
his son Thomas, upon whose death the lands descended to 
his brother, the second Landgrave, Edmund Bellinger.’ The 
latter in his memorial dated 22 May, 1733, states the whole 
13,000 acres as then in a body and as having descended to 
him from his brother, Thomas. It is thus possible that the 
13,000 acres may have been run out by the first Landgrave. 
The record does not show when the first Landgrave died. 





1Collec". Hist: Soc: S. C., vol. 1, p. 145. 

Off: Hist: Com". S. C., London MSS., vol. 4, p. 70. 
"Ibid, p. 45. 

*Off: Hist Comm: Memo Bk. 3, p. 137. 

"Ibid. 
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His will is stated to have been dated in 1705. It is not 
likely that the Barony was run out until after the Yemassee 
war, and thus unless the first Landgrave lived until that 
date the Barony was run out under his patent but by either 
his son, Thomas, or his son, Edmund, most likely the last. 
(M. C. O. Charleston, Bk. B. B., p. 71.) 

The second Landgrave died in 1739, leaving a will stated 
in the deeds to have been dated 21 Febry, 1739, but which is 
not now to be found on the record. He left a widow, 
Elizabeth, the daughter of Shem Butler, and according to 
a memorial or list filed by her 17 July, 1747,’ the barony or 
13,000 acres had been disposed of by that time, as follows: 


500 acres to Edmund Bellinger. 
1,000 acres to Edmund Bellinger, J’. 
1,000 acres to George Bellinger. 

500 acres to Hon. Charles Pinckney. 

500 acres to William Elliott. 
2,000 acres to Henry Hyrne. 
1,000 acres to Burnaby Bull. 
1,000 acres to William Bellinger. 
1,000 acres to M”™. Eliz. Bellinger, his widow. 
1,000 acres to Elizabeth Bellinger, his daughter. 
1,000 acres to William Bellinger, J’. 
1,000 acres to daughter, Mary Bellinger. 

50 acres to Church Commissioners for the purpose of 

a Church. 
887 acres to Thomas Butler. 


12,437 


This seems however to be in conflict with other deeds on 
the record. 

On 25 July, 1744,’ Elizabeth Bellinger, Widow and Ex- 
ecutrix of Landgrave Bellinger, by authority conferred in 
his Will conveyed to James Deveaux 906 acres on “Tomotly 
Savannah.” This 906 acres, James Deveaux, on 25 January, 
1755, conveyed to Ralph Izard, the grandson of Walter 

—e Memo Bk. 7, p. 481. 


O. Charleston, Book A. A., p. 174. 
bide Bk. F. F., p. 366. 
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Izard, the son of Ralph Izard, the immigrant.’ Ralph Izard 
died in February, 1761, leaving the Tomotley plantation to 
his son, Walter, who at his death in 1788 left it to his 
brother, Ralph.” On the death of this last Ralph Izard, 
intestate, and the division of his estate, the Tomotley plan- 
tation was allotted in 1813 to his daughter, Patience W. B. 
Izard, afterwards M™. Eustis,” who died in 1860 still pos- 
sessed of it. So that the Tomotley plantation as part of the 
old barony had been in the Izard family from 1755 to 1860, 
and in the two families of Bellinger and Izard (save for 
the 10 years it was held by James Deveaux) from the time 
it was first laid out until M™. Eustis’ death. 

The writer has never found any map of the complete 
barony of 13,000 acres, nor any collection of maps of adjoin- 
ing places sufficient to reconstitute the old lines of the 
barony. The Tomotley plantation was certainly part of it 
and Sheldon Church appears also to be on the 50 acres part 
of the barony given or conveyed for the purpose. The 
house on the Tomotley plantation was destroyed in 1865 by 
Sherman’s invading army. There still remains the old grove 
of live oaks, one of the finest in the low country of South 
Carolina. 


XIII. 


MALLING BARONY. 


This so-called barony was really not a barony under the 
definition of what constituted a barony in South Carolina 
as explained in the first of these articles on the Baronies of 
South Carolina.” It did not contain 12,000 acres nor was it 
granted to a Proprietor, a Landgrave, or a Cassique. In 
the case of Boon’s Barony, described in a previous number 
of this Magazine, the grant altho’ !ess than 12,000 acres 
was to a Cassique. 





*S. C. Hist: & Gen: Mag: vol. 2, p. 233. 
Ibid, p. 234. 

4S. C. Hist. & Gen. Mag., vol. 2, p. 237. 
"Hist: & Geneal: Mag: of S. C., vol. XI, p. 75. 
*Ibid, vol. 13, p. 71. 
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In the present case it was called a barony simply because 
it was owned by one who seemed to be regarded as a person 
of such distinction that his holding was styled erroneously 
a barony. 

On September 15, 1705° there was granted to Jean or 
John Boisseau a tract of 2,700 acres lying to the Northeast 
of the grant of 1,800 acres to John Stevens or the settlers 
of Dorchester.” John Boisseau dying thereafter was sur- 
vived by his widow, Mary Boisseau, who, about April, 1711, 
married James Gignilliat “Clarke.” What relation this 
James Gignilliat bore (if any) to Jean Francois Gignilliat, 
the first Swiss to settle in the Province, the writer has never 
been able to ascertain. From his profession “Clarke” he 
likely was the minister to the French Huguenot settlement 
in Goose Creek, of which John Boisseau was one and whose 
grants and settlements lay near this Boisseau grant. 

Boisseau’s lands seem to have passed by will to his widow, 
for after her marriage to Gignilliat her husband and herself 
proceeded to dispose of and convey the lands. From this 
tract of 2,700 acres a subdivision of 831 acres was conveyed 
by James and Mary Gignilliat to Jonathan Fitch and on 25 
March, 1716, this tract of 831 acres was by Jonathan Fitch 
and Ann his wife conveyed to Elizabeth Barrington.’ 

Who Elizabeth Barrington was or what her connection 
with S". Hovenden Walker does not appear on the record, 
but on the 4 April, 1716, she executed a declaration stating 
that this tract of 831 acres (together with another tract of 
210 acres formerly a separate grant to John Boisseau also 
conveyed to her by Fitch and wife), had been purchased with 
the money of S*. Hovenden Walker and that her name was 
only used in trust for S'. Hovenden Walker to whom all 
the land so purchased belonged.’ 

S". Hovenden Walker had had a distinguished career in 
the English Navy; according to the Dictionary of National 





°Off: Secy of State Grants, vol. 38, p. 507. 
4S. C. Hist: & Geneal: Mag: vol. 6, p. 70. 
5Off. Hist. Com"., Bk. 1701-1714, p. 161. 
‘Off. Hist. Com". Bk. 1714-1717, p. 199. 
Ibid. 
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Biography he was born about 1656, the son of Col. William 
Walker, of Tankardstown, Queen’s County, Ireland, and 
having entered the navy was captain in 1691, and held 
successive commands in active service. He was at the bat- 
tle of Barfleur and in 1696, as Captain of the Finesight of 
50 guns he beat off two French ships of 60 and 70 guns. 
In 1698 he was flag captain in the Mediterranean expedi- 
tion, with local rank as Admiral, and in March, 1710/11 
he was made Rear-Admiral of the White, Knighted, and 
placed in command of the Naval expedition against Que- 
bec. In 1711-12 he was commander-in-chief at Jamaica. 
His biography adds that “about 1715 in disgust left the 
“country and settled in South Carolina.” 

The record above cited shows when and where he set- 
tled. The tract of 831 acres on which he seems to have 
lived and which was known as his “barony” is about three 
miles from the present town of Summerville, between that 
town and the station on the Southern Railway known as 
“Ladsons.” 

According to the dates he must have settled in the Prov- 
ince just about the close of the Yemassee war of 1715, and 
seems to have at once “stood upon his rights and privileges” 
as he considered himself entitled to them. 

The following notice or proclamation and letter are 
spread on the records of the time. The explanation would 
appear to be that either S'. Hovenden or some employee 
of his had been called on for some military service under 
the law of the day in the Province, and that a horse of his 
had been seized, either to enforce the service or in pay- 
ment of some fine imposed for failure to perform it. 


“By The hon”: Robert Johnson Esq’. Govern’. Capt Gen- 
erall admirall & Comand’ In Chief In y* Province of 
South Carolina. 

Whereas S*. Hovenden Walker of Malling Plantation In 
South Carolina Kn‘. having Served Two Hole Warrs at 
Sea in the Reigns of King William & Queen Mary and 
Queen Anne and in That Service Arriving to the honour of 
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being Rear admirall of the White Squadron of the Royall 
Navy and at Two Severall Times Comanding in Chiefe In 
America with the Union Flagg at Maintopmast head as 
well as being a Brother of Trinity house of Deptford 
Stroud had thereby the Right and Privilege in Great 
Britain of being Exempt from providing or bearing Ar- 
mour or to be Taxed or Contribute unto the Charge Thereof 
and from doing and Contributing to any Manner of Land 
Service Whatever then as a mariner and Seaman in Sea 
Service as also from being Sumoned or Put in assizes Jurys 
Inquests attaints or other Recognizances whatever. 

Therefore that the Said S'. Hovenden Walker may have 
No Just reason to Complain that upon his Settling here in 
S’. Carolina any of those his bove Said Long Enjoyed 
rights and Priviledges are in any Wise Invaded or Taken 
from him Notice is hereby Given to all Judges, Magis- 
trates officers Civill and military Generall & Field officers 
and all others whom it may Concerne that the said S’. 
Hovenden Walker nither himself his overseer or other 
white Servants in his Wages or bought for Term of Years 
Shall be Summoned or obliged to appear at any Muster or 
alarm whatsoever and he and they are Hereby Excepted 
from the Same. 

Given und": my hand and Seal at Armes this 23° day of 

June Anno Dom: 1718 


Rob’. Johnson” 


‘Her. 3. 

As to Those Particular Priviledges You have Desired of 
me to Grant you Both in relation to your Quality and as a 
Member of Trinity-house I have Laid the Same before The 
Councill and They have readily Consented to the Same and 
have ordered the Same to be Engrossed and Will Take the 
first oppertunity to Transmitt it to You. 

If you Please to Send to Nathaniel Riscoe and Demand 
your Horse of him Probably he will Consider of the Same 


SOff. Hist. Com", Bk. 1714-1717, p. 202. 
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and give you no further Trouble otherwise You may Put 
my Warr". in Force and I Shall do you Justice who am 
Hon". S'. 
Your humble Servant 
Rob’. Johnson 
From my Plantation 
June the 25" 1718 
To S*. Hovenden Walker 
at his Plantation. These.’” 


S'. Hovenden Walker took an active part in the over- 
throw of the Proprietory government in 1719. He was 
present and participated in the armed demonstration against 
the government and was made President of the Revolu- 
tionary Council. He soon ceased to act with the Council, 
for what reason the record does not disclose, and retired to 
his plantation and seems to have soon after left the Prov- 
ince. On 12 April, 1720, he made a power of attorney to 
Robert Howes, D*'. James Cavanagh and Henry Houser, 
authorizing them to sell all his hands and _ personal 
property in South Carolina, and presumably that was 
about the date of his departure; altho there is on record 
the evidence of the transfer to him on 28" June, 1720, 
from Jonathan and Anne Fitch of a tract of 519 acres 
(another part of the Boisseau 2,700 acre grant). 

Nothing seems to have been done with the so called 
“Barony” tract of 831 acres, at least no transfer from S’. 
Hovenden appears on the record; and on 19 November, 
1772, new grants were issued covering the tract as vacant ! 
land. One grant was to Charles Cantey for 400” acres and 
the other to Richard Saltus for 400 acres.” 

The grants do not recite that they are for land formerly 
occupied by S*. Hovenden Walker, but a comparison of 
the boundaries and acreage shows that they could not have 
covered any other land save that. 

The part granted to Richard Saltus was by him devised 
to his daughter, Elizabeth,” afterwards Elizabeth Prevaux 


*Tbid. 

*Off. Sec: of State, Royal Grants, vol. 27, p. 234. 
"Ibid, p. 262. 

“Prob. Ct. Charleston, Will Bk. 1771-1774, p. 358. 
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and was in 1820 conveyed by Christopher G. Hasell 
(through what connection with Elizabeth Prevaux the deed 
does not show) to D’. Cornelius Dupont,” by whose execu- 
tors it was in 1844 conveyed to the late Dr. William Moul- 
trie Brailsford and formed part of his plantation near 
Summerville.” 

The Charles Cantey to whom the other 400 acres was 
granted was apparently Charles Cantey of St. Stephens 
or ‘“Mattasee.’”” At least this tract was, by three of his 
grand-daughters, M*. Harriett Lequeux, Martha DuBose 
and Sarah lIoor (all daughters of Harriet Cantey, who 
married Richard Walter”) on 28 May, 1817, transferred 
to Lewis Poppenheim.” - 

There is nothing to show what reclamation and cultiva- 
tion was done by S‘. Hovenden Walker. Nothing to point 
out where his house and settlement stood. There is at one 
point the evidence of a former settlement—a pile of crum- 
bling bricks and the new growth that takes possession of 
abandoned sites—but the space of time between its aban- 
donment in 1720 and its examination by the present writer, 
say about 1890, is such as to preclude even a fair guess as 
its original settlement. 

The map attached is from the maps attached to the 
grants to Saltus and Cantey, compared with maps of ad- 
joining tracts and verified by the personal observation of 
the writer. 

®M. C. O. Charleston, Bk. G. 9, p. 136, 

“Ibid, Bk. M. No. 11, p. 207. 

aS, Hast: ee Gen: Mag: vol. XI, p: 221. 


*Tbid, p. 236. 
™M. C. O. Charleston, Bk. V. 8, pp. 258, 260. 








WILTON’S STATUE OF PITT. 


By D. E. Huger Smith. 


The Revolution of 1689, which dethroned King 
James, was the final establishment in England and 
America of the principle of constitutional freedom. To 
establish this principle there had been an almost con- 
stant struggle from the date of Magna Charta. Thence- 
forward the struggle was and is to maintain it! 

The natural development of the Great Charter of 
1215 was the Bill of Rights of 1689. But the first was 
a regal grant of liberties extorted from the crown by 
the tenants-in-chief, while the last was a declaration of 
their rights by the subjects, even while transferring 
the crown from one head to another. 

The political struggles in England with resulting wars 
were thenceforth participated in by those ‘“‘true sons of 
England,” the Americans, who soon became no longer 
content only to accept results. Thus in December, 
1712, the Commons House of Assembly in South Caro- 
lina made their declaration in no uncertain terms. 
This act makes of force in Carolina sundry statutes of 
the Kingdom of England—‘‘and also all such statutes 
in the Kingdom of England as declare the rights and 
liberties of the subjects and enact the better securing 
of the same.—”’ And the great political whirlpool of 
London continued for three-quarters of a century to 
be accompanied by eddies in South Carolina. 

So we read of efforts in 1727-1731 on the part of the 
Commons of South Carolina to pass important and 
unwise legislation by making it a part of tax-bills and 
thus to force the hands of the Upper House or Council. 
Six assemblies in those years were dissolved by Presi- 
dent Middleton, and each time he found the new House 
of Commons resolute in repeating the same demands. 
And in 1735 they adopted resolutions declaring it an 
inherent right of every Englishman (under which head 
they specifically included his Majesty’s subjects in this 
Province) not to be charged with any taxes not “granted 
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by his Representative in Parliament,’ and they closed 
with the assertion that no additions could be made to 
any Tax-Bill by any other Estate or Power whatsoever. 
This last resolution was aimed at the Upper House, 
which asserted the right to amend these Bills. It 
would almost seem that Mr. Asquith in the earlier 
part of the struggle with the House of Lords had modelled 
his course upon that of the South Carolina Commons in 
these years. 

The Revolution of 1689 placed upon the British throne 
a continental ruler, and, with the exception of the 
twelve years of Queen Anne, from that time to the 
accession of Victoria, the sovereign of England was a 
Continental potentate. This brought England into all 
the complications of Europe, and her American colonies 
lay between an aggressive French power on the north 
and an assertive Spanish pressure on the south. It 
has been often said that it was this pressure of a common 
danger that linked the somewhat turbulent colonies 
with the still more turbulent Kingdoms of Great Britain 
and Ireland. 

But the Peace of Paris in 1763 entirely changed the 
situation. England had now time to remember that 
she could raise a revenue in America, while the Colonies 
could more safely assert the principles of the South 
Carolina resolutions of 1735 of which it is enough to 
repeat here the first and fifth: ‘Resolved, That it is 
the Opinion of this House that it is the inherent right 
and privilege of every Englishman not to be charged 
with any taxes or aids of money but what are given 
and granted by his Representative in Parliament.”’ 


“Resolved, that his Majesty’s subjects of this Pro- 
vince are entitled to all the liberties and privileges of 
Englishmen.” 


Thus the American colonies, which up to 1763 had 
shared with the mother country the perils of war, were 
forced to become participants in the strife of political 
parties, and it was an additional evil that the question 
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of their own political status was made the subject of 
violent debate. It is then not remarkable that the 
same lines of political cleavage extended to America, 
and the associations of ‘‘sons of Liberty”’ rapidly spread 
there. 

Just at this time there floated to the crest of the 
political wave a man and a number, both destined to 
dominate the popular imagination and to concentrate 
the popular passion. 

John Wilkes in No. 45 of the North Briton attacked the 
King’s Speech! Wilkes was promptly sent to the Tower, 
whence he was liberated by Chief Justice Pratt (after- 
wards Lord Camden) on 6 May, 1763. But in November 
of the same year his article was voted by Parliament a 
libel and he was expelled in January, 1764. Again elected 
in 1768 he was again expelled in 1769. Again re-elected 
he was again expelled and declared incapacitated to sit 
in Parliament. Again re-elected prima facie, his oppo- 
nent (Col. Luttrell) was seated in face of the large 
majority against him. In June, 1769, Wilkes was con- 
victed and sentenced to imprisonment, whereupon he 
was elected while in prison an Alderman of London. 
The fame of No. 45 grew with that of its author, and 
both name and number were welcomed in America as 
battle-cries. 

For throughout this period the political battle had 
been waged fiercely in America; the Stamp Act had been 
passed in 1765, and on the invitation of Massachusetts 
the first American Congress had met in New York on 
October 7th, 1765. Tumults in the various chief cities 
had prevented the sale of the Stamps and actual insur- 
rections were expected to follow attempts to enforce 
the penalties of the Act. Then in the British Parlia- 
ment Pitt had asked and answered his famous question; 
“When in this house we give and grant, we give and grant 
what is our own, but can we give and grant the pro- 
perty of the commons of America? It is an absurdity 
in terms.’ And on 19 March, 1766, the Stamp Act was 
repealed. 
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The resolution of the House of Commons of South 
Carolina, passed May 8, 1766, to erect a statue to Pitt 
met many adverse comments. The most interesting of 
these was printed in the South Carolina Gazette of 
1 Dec., 1766. This was dated London, 9 August, 1766, 
and was signed ‘‘A Friend of America [alias a d—n’d. 
Jacobitical Rascal].”’ 

It was made the vehicle of bitter abuse of Chatham, 
but is chiefly amusing for the remarks on the object 
and value of statues. It states that ‘‘we have in 
public but three in England, that of Charles I, George I 
and II.” The writer adds: ‘The greatest honours 
bestowed on philosophers, heroes, generals, orators in 
Europe, is to place their bust in a church or town hall.”’ 

Below this is printed an extract of a letter of the 
Committee of Correspondence to Charles Garth (dated 
the 20th of the previous month), as a proper answer, 
showing that ‘‘the sentiments of Americans with regard 
to the Earl of Chatham are not altered.” 


The following extracts are from the Journal of the 
Commons House of Assembly of the Province of South 
Carolina. 


From Journal of Thursday May 8th, 1766.—‘‘On 
motion of Mr. Lowndes 

Resolved, Nemine contradicente that this House will 
make provision for defraying the expense of procuring 
from England a Statue of the Right Honorable William 
Pitt, Esquire, to be Erected in this Province, as a me- 
morial, and Testimony of the great veneration and 
Respect, they have for his person, and the obligations 
they lye under in common with the rest of His Majesty’s 
American Subjects, as well for his services in General 
to his King and Country, as for his noble, Disinterested 
and Generous assistance afforded them towards obtain- 
ing the Repeal of the Stamp Act; and it is referred to 
the Committee of Correspondence as soon as may be, 
to write to the Agent, to procure the same to be done in 
the most finished and elegant manner.” 
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This “Committee to Correspond with the Agent of 
this Province in Great Britain” had been appointed by 
the Commons House, Thursday, October 31st, 1765, 
and consisted of Messrs. Mazyck, Pinckney, Laurens, 
Arthur Middleton, Scott, Doyley, Parsons, Guerard, 
Brewton, Dart, and Roper. 


From the Journal of June 23rd, 1766:— 

‘Resolved that the sum of £7000 be inserted in the 
Schedule for a marble Statue of the Right Honorable 
William Pitt, Esquire, to be Erected in this province.”’ 


From Journal of June 30, 1766:— 

“Ordered, that the Public Treasurer do procure good 
Bills of Exchange to the amount of One thousand 
pounds Sterling, and remit the same to the agent in 
Great Britain towards the payment for the Statue of 
the Right Honorable William Pitt Esquire; and also to 
provide good Bills of Exchange to the amount of the 
sums granted in the Estimate for Charles Garth Esquire, 
Agent for this province in Great Britain, and remit the 
same to him.” 


From Journal of 19 November 1766:— 

“A motion was made and the question being put, 
that the Statue of the Right Honorable William Pitt 
Esquire, when finished, be erected near the State House, 
at the Center of Broad Street and Old Church Street. 
It was Resolved in the Affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Committee of Correspondence do 
write to the Agent, to get the Statue of the Right 
Honorable William Pitt Esquire, made to be erected 
in an open Area.” 


From Journal of 5 June 1770:— 

“A Letter from Charles Garth Esquire Agent for 
this province, in Great Britain, to the Committee of 
Correspondence was before the House and Read, ac- 
quainting the said Committee, that the Statue of the 
Right Honorable William Pitt Esquire now Earl of 
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Chatham was shipt for this province in the ship Caro- 
lina Packet, Captn. White. 

And the House being informed that the said Ship 
was arrived at this port, and the Statue being landed 
and lodged in the arsenal 

Ordered, that His Honor the Lieutenant Governor, 
be desired that he will be pleased to give directions that 
the said Statue of the Earl of Chatham, be immediately 
erected near the State House, in the Center of Broad 
Street and Old Church Street, and to front the East. 

Ordered, that the Public Treasurer do advance a 
sum sufficient to defray the Expense of erecting the 
said Statue, and for railing in the same. 

Resolved, that this House will make provision to 
reimburse the Public Treasurer the said sum.”’ 


From Journal of 23 July 1770:— 

“On Motion, 

Ordered, that the Public Treasurer do advance, a 
Mr. William Adron, the Sum of One Hundred and 
Seventy five Pounds Currency; as a Compensation for 
his services in Erecting the Statue of the Right Honorable 
William Pitt Esquire, now the Earl of Chatham. 

Resolved, that this House will make provision to 
reimburse the Public Treasurer, the said Sum.”’ 


(We owe these extracts to the kindness of Mr. A. S. 
Salley, Jr., Secretary of the Historical Commission. ) 


Charles Garth, the agent of the Province of South 
Carolina, was a member of Parliament. His report to 
the Commons House is doubtless in the State House in 
Columbia but has not been found. He contracted with 
Joseph Wilton for the Statue. The notice in the South 
Carolina Gazette of 6 July, 1769, of the resolution in 
the Commons House of the preceding day says :— 

“We are informed that the House Yesterday unani- 
mously resolved to disagree to the Petition proposed 
by the Agents; and. have ordered that Mr. PITT’S 
Statue, cutting by Mr. Wilton of London, be sent out 
as soon as finished.”’ 
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Joseph Wilton (1722-1803) was a sculptor and Royal 
Academician, of which association he was one of the 
foundation members. He made busts and statues of 
many eminent persons, as well as sundry monuments 
in Westminster Abbey, among which was one of General 
Wolfe. 


The South Carolina Gazette 17 May, 1770, supplement, 
tells of the arrival of the statue :— 

“Thursday arrived here in the Ship Carolina-Packet, 
Captain William White, from London in 38 days, the 
Marble Statue of that celebrated English Patriot the 
Right Hon. WILLIAM PITT, Esq. now Lord Chatham, 
for which the Assembly of this Province voted £1000 
Sterling, in the year 1766. It is a colossal Statue, done 
by Mr. Wilton, highly finished and reckoned as complete 
a Piece of Sculpture as ever was done in England. 
When ready to be landed, we are told, the Inhabitants 
of this Town are determined to draw it themselves to 
the place where it is to be erected, in the Square between 
the State-House, Guard-House, St. Michael’s Church, 
and the Public Market—the present Lord Chatham 
being equally respected by them with the former Great 
Commoner. 

At the same time that the above Statue was shipped 
in Capt. White, two others were shipped for New York; 
one of his present MAJESTY, cast in Brass; the other 
of Mr. PITT, highly finished in Marble, but considera- 
bly under the Size of ours.”’ 


The South Carolina Gazette of 24 May, 1770, tells of the 
expected landing of the Statue :— 

“The Statue of the Right Hon. WILLIAM PITT, 
Esquire, is to be landed To-morrow morning 8 o’Clock, 
on Mr. Charles Elliott’s Wharf, where it will be received 
by the Inhabitants, and from thence immediately 
drawn by themselves to the Arsenal, near the place 
where it is intended to be erected.” 
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What happened at the landing is told in the Gazette of 
31 May :— 

“Last Tuesday Morning, about Nine o’Clock, the 
elegant Marble Statue of that true Friend and undaunted 
Assertor of the Liberties of Britain and America, the 
Right Honorable WILLIAM PITT (done by Mr. 
Wilton of London) was landed upon Charles Elliott, 
Esq; his wharf, amidst a vast Concourse of the Inhabi- 
tants, many of them of the first Rank and Consequence, 
who received it with three hearty Cheers, and preceded 
by Music, after a Flag had been fixed upon the Case, 
drew it by Hand, in fifteen Minutes to a Shade, prepared 
for its Reception at the Armoury, where it is to remain 
till the Foundation and Pedestal are raised whereon it 
is to be erected.—Nothing ever was conducted with 
greater Order, than this Procession; and (except some 
of the Lookers-on, who have been remarkable for dis- 
tinguishing themselves upon too many occasions) every 
one seemed highly pleased with the Respect that was 
shown to the great Patriot, by such a Reception of 
his Statue.—All the vessels in the Harbour, except 
three (one belonging to Leith, another to Dundee &c) 
displayed their Colours upon this Occasion; and St. 
Michael’s Bells would have been rang, but were stopped 
out of Regard to Isaac Mazyck, Esq, a very worthy 
Member of this Community, who lives near that Church, 
and lay extremely ill—When the Statue was lodged, 
the Inhabitants made a handsome Present to the Sea- 
men belonging to the Ship; and their Thanks are due 
to the Owners, who have refused to receive any Freight 
for the Statue and Appurtenances, consisting of no less 
than 57 heavy Packages.”’ 


The account of the raising of the Statue is from the 
Gazette of 5 July, 1770:-— 

“Previous Notice having been given, that the Statue 
of the Right Hon. WILLIAM PITT, would be got 
ready to be raised this Afternoon; Early this Morning, 
all the Vessels in the Harbour hoisted their Colours, and 
a Flag, with the Words PITT AND LIBERTY, and a 
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fine branch of Laurel above it, was displayed on the 
Scaffolding, upon a Staff of 45 Feet high: And this 
Afternoon, in the Presence of almost the whole of the 
Inhabitants, the Statue was raised, and fixed in its 
Place, without the least Accident by the Numbers 26 
and 92, Members of the Club No. 45, who had assembled 
themselves upon this Occasion. As soon as it was fixed, 
26 members of our Assembly ascended the Scaffold; 
when the Hon. Peter Manigault, their Speaker, was 
pleased to condescend to the Request of the People by 
proclaiming the Inscription on the Pedestal, which 
were in these Words:—’”’ 


(Here is inserted a corrected copy of the Inscription 
from Gazette of 10 July.) 


IN GRATEFUL MEMORY 
OF HIS SERVICES TO HIS COUNTRY IN GENERAL 
AND TO AMERICA IN PARTICULAR 
THE COMMONS HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
UNANIMOUSLY VOTED 
THIS STATUE 
OF 
THE HON. WILLIAM PITT, ESQ. 
WHO 
GLORIOUSLY EXERTED HIMSELF 
BY DEFENDING THE FREEDOM OF AMERICANS 
THE TRUE SONS OF ENGLAND 
BY PROMOTING A REPEAL 
OF THE STAMP-ACT 
IN THE YEAR 1766 
TIME 
WILL SOONER DESTROY 
THIS MARK OF THEIR ESTEEM 
THAN 
ERASE FROM THEIR MINDS 
THEIR JUST SENSE 
OF HIS PATRIOTIC VIRTUE. 


‘‘As soon as this was done, Lord Chatham’s health 
was drank, 26 cannon were discharged by the Artillery 
Company, three Huzzas succeeded, and St. Michael’s 
Bells rang.—Joy sat on every countenance.—-This Even- 
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ing the Club No. 45, consisting of a great Body of the 
principal Inhabitants, are to meet at Messrs. Dillon 
& Gray’s Tavern, when an elegant Entertainment is 
provided for them, when the following 45 Toasts will 
be drank, viz 


The King. 
The Queen, and Royal Family. 
The Lieut. Governor and the Province 
The Sons of Liberty throughout America. 
The glorious Ninety-Two. 
The unanimous Twenty-Six. 
Our present Representatives. 
The Men who will part with Life before Liberty. 
9 Lord Chatham. 
10 Lord Camden. 
11 Lord Rockingham. 
12 Honour and Influence to the Friends of Britain 
and America. 
13 The Duke of Manchester. 
14 Lord Granby. 
15 Sir William Meredith. 
16 All honest, resolute, and disinterested Patriots. 
17 Mr. Burke. 
18 Serjeant Glynn. 
19 Governor Pownall. 
20 The virtuous Minority of both Houses of Parlia- 
ment. 
21 Mr. Beckford, Lord Mayor of London. 
22 The Sheriffs, Townsend and Sawbridge. 
23 Alderman Wilkes. 
24 The Supporters of the Bill of Rights. 
25 James Otis, Esq. 
26 Daniel Dulany, Esq. 
27 The Pennsylvania Farmer. 
28 Success to all Patriotic Measures. 
29 Christopher Gadsden, Esq. 
30 Thomas Lynch, Esq. 
31 John Rutledge, Esq. 


IOA US W NOK 


(oe) 
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32 Firmness and Perseverance in our Resolutions, 
not to flinch a single Inch. 

33 Hon. Jonathan Bryan. 

34 Hon. Henry Middleton. 

35 Hon. Peter Manigault. 

36 The Patriotic Merchants of America. 

37 Hon. Judge Lowndes, who made the Motion for 
the Statue. 

38 Charles Pinckney, Esq. 

39 Miles Brewton, Esq. 

40 Mr. Neufville, Chairman, and the General Com- 
mittee of this Province. 

41 Success to American Manufactures. 

42 Property to the Lovers of Liberty only. 

43 Our Land free, our Men honest, and Women 
fruitful. 

44 Judas’s Fate to the Enemies of America. 

45 May Wilkes always prove a Scourge to Tyrants 
and Traitors, and be the Glory of Old England. 


In the South Carolina and American General Gazette, 
of 11th July 1770, the Statue is described as follows: 


It “is of fine white marble, the Habit Roman, the 
right hand holds a Roll of Parchment, partly open, on 
which we read “ARTICULI MAGNAE CARTAE 
LIBERTATUM, the left hand is extended, the figure 
being in the attitude of one delivering an Oration.” 


It is interesting to see from these toasts how later 
events and the existing struggles had crowded out the 
memory of the Stamp Act. Even Chatham, the Hero 
of the day, was partially obscured by a more picturesque 
protagonist. John Wilkes and No. 45 dominated the 
situation. The flag-staff was 45 feet high; the toasts 
numbered 45, and the Club was No. 45. But two other 
mystic numbers appear in the account, both of which 
were purely American. These were No. 26 and No. 92. 

The ‘‘Unanimous twenty-six’? became a prevailing 
toast on 19 Noy., 1768, in consequence of the following :— 
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On Tuesday 15 Noy., 1768, the General Assembly 
of South Carolina met—on Wednesday they unanimously 
chose Peter Manigault to be their Speaker—on Thursday 
the Governor, Lord Charles Greville Montague, de- 
livered a speech to both Houses—on Friday his Majesty’s 
Hon. Council presented their address—on Saturday 
the Commons House presented theirs—and at nine 
o'clock that night the General Assembly was dissolved. 
The House before adjourning ordered the publication 
of his Excellency’s speech, the Address of the House, 
and his Excellency’s reply, the letter of 11 Feb., 1768, of 
the Hon. Thomas Cushing, Speaker of the late House 
of Representatives of Massachusetts Bay, the letter of 
9 May, 1768, of Hon. Peyton Randolph, Speaker of 
the House of Burgesses in Virginia, with the resolutions 
and action of this House thereupon. 

The sharp difference of opinion between Governor 
Lord Charles Montagu and the House about these 
letters may well account for the dissolution. The 
Governor warned the House to pay no attention to the 
factious letter of Massachusetts under a threat of disa- 
greeable consequences, while the House considered the 
letters ‘“‘replete with duty and loyalty to his Majesty, 
respect for the Parliament of Great Britain, sincere 
affection for the mother country, and tender care for 
the preservation of the rights of his Majesty’s subjects.”’ 

The historian has remarked that a dread of un- 
pleasant consequences may have permitted the unani- 
mity of the twenty-six by keeping away certain of the 
19 other members of the House—entitled to seats. 


The Unanimous Twenty-Six were :— 


1 Christopher Gadsden. 
2 Henry Laurens. 

3 Charles Pinckney. 

4 Benjamin Dart. 

5 Thomas Savage. 

6 John Lloyd. 

7 Thomas Evance. 
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8 John Rutledge. 

9 John Poaug. 

10 Peter Manigault. 
11 John Huger. 

12 Robert Quash Jr. 
13 William Moultrie. 
14 Edward Harleston. 
15 John Harleston. 
16 William Scott. 

17 Benjamin Elliott. 
18 Charles Elliott. 

19 James Parsons. 

20 James Reid. 

21 James Skirving Jr. 
22 Benjamin Waring. 
23 Tacitus Gaillard. 
24 Thomas Lynch. 
25 Elias Horry. 

26 Archibald Stanyarne. 


The ‘Glorious Ninety-Two”’ were the ‘‘non-rescind- 
ers” who in June, 1768, refused to rescind the proceedings 
of the previous assembly of Massachusetts. The names 
of the various individuals in England and America 
who were toasted may easily be recognized; but toasts 
42 and 43 deserve more than a smile, and it may be 
asked how many remembered in the near future ‘‘not 
to flinch a single inch.” 

No. 45 in those days played a great part in history. 
At the Middlesex election we are told that it was freely 
chalked upon the doors and elsewhere—nay, even on 
shoe-soles of the Austrian Ambassador, who was pulled 
out of his carriage for the purpose. Here, by order 
of 45 President, 26 Secretary called Club 45 to meet 
at 45 minutes after six to celebrate the release of Wilkes 
from prison. On the same occasion there met at the 
house of Captain Benjamin Stone on James Island 45 
persons who with a salute of 45 cannon sat at a table 
illuminated by 45 candles and partook of 45 dishes, 
a piece de resistance being a turtle weighing 45 pounds. 
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Then drinking 45 toasts they broke up with hilarious 
solemnity at 11.45 P. M. 

On the same night the city was illuminated—some 
houses with 45 lights, others with 26 

In a young country men who make a mark in impas- 
sioned moments of history leave too a mark upon 
geography. That the names Pitt in various combina- 
tions and Chatham are found oft repeated on maps of 
the United States should not seem strange. 

From 1770 to 1780 the statue of the great Pitt stood 
on Broad Street appealing in his attitude to all and 
sundry to preserve and remember ‘‘Magna Carta 
Libertatum,’’while the man himself continued passion- 
ately to oppose the unwise measures which were to 
lead to “the dismemberment of this ancient and most 
noble monarchy.” 

The tragic stroke of apoplexy as he rose to speak in 
the House of Lords ended his great life on 11th May 1778. 

On 16th April two years later the right arm of the 
statue, holding the Great Charter, was carried away 
by a British cannon-ball fired from James Island. But 
the mutilated statue remained on its pedestal when 
the victorious British marched into the fallen city. 
Unmolested it still remained when on 14 December, 
1782, the American troops under Wayne halted under 
its shadow, while General Greene, Governor Mathews 
and Council moved past it, “greeted with smiles and 
tears.” 

Then ensued a period when the statue, which had 
been erected with popular pride, came to be considered 
a nuisance, and its removal was matter for discussion. 
Thus we find in the City Gazette of Monday 8 August, 
1791, the following :— 


“No less than four chairs have in the course of a few 
months been dashed to pieces against Pitt’s statue 
at the intersection of Meeting and Broad Streets. It 
is earnestly wished by many that this was wholly re- 
moved. It is at all times useless, and has often proved 
mischievous. Nor does there seem to be any obliga- 
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tion on the citizens of the United States to preserve, 
at the risk of the inhabitants, a statue in honor of a 
man who expired in a fit of raving against American 
Independence, not unlike the frantic ebullitions which 
flow from Edmund the rhapsodist, (Burke) whenever 
the French revolution comes across his distempered 
brain.”’ 


Whether as a protest against this somewhat violent 
editorial, or as showing a bona fide desire to possess 
this valuable piece of sculpture, the same paper the next 
day printed the following advertisement :— 


“Wanted to Purchase 
PITT’S STATUE 
Two Hundred Guineas Will be immediately paid on 
delivery of the Titles, and removal from. the place it 
now stands without any expense to the public. 
For further particulars apply to the printers.”’ 


The Legislature in permitting the removal of the 
statue apparently did not agree with the truculent 
editor that the memory of Pitt should also be obliterated. 
In the City Gazette of 20 Dec., 1791, the wording of 
the resolution is given as adopted on 12 Dec:— 


“On motion resolved, that the city council of Charles- 
ton be authorized to remove Pitt’s Statue from its 
present situation at the intersection of Broad and Meet- 
ing Streets to some other more safe and convenient 
place.”’ 


Why this removal was not made until 1794 does not 
appear. Why Council did not fulfil the condition of 
re-erecting it in a more convenient place must be at- 
tributed, one would think, to the growth of a popular 
feeling in favor of the French Revolution. For no 
where in America did the populace side more violently 
than in Charleston with Citizen Genet, who had landed 
there in 1793, and whose name in the political toasts of 
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the day had replaced and rivalled that of John Wilkes 
a quarter of a century before. As a sample read a 
toast offered in Philadelphia 6 February, 1794:— 


“The persecuted Citizen Genet; may his country 
reward his honest zeal, and the shafts of calumny 
levelled against him recoil upon the archers.” 


The Statue was taken down 14 March, 1794. From 
City Gazette of 15 March, 1794:— 


“The marble Statue of the late William Pitt, earl 
of Chatham, which has been standing for a number of 
years at the intersection of Broad and Meeting Streets, 
was taken down, on Thursday last, in pursuance of a 
resolution of the general assembly of this state, grant- 
ing permission and authority to the city council for 
that purpose. It was afterwards lodged in the Arsenal, 
but unfortunately in the removal from its base, it fell, 
and the head was severed from the body. ‘The iron 
railing round this effigy was previously taken away, 
and the foundation with every other part of the monu- 
ment will likewise be displaced.” 


Charles Fraser, the noted painter, in his ‘“‘Remi- 
niscences of Charleston,” tells us that he “was present 
with other boys in the crowd, and saw it when it fell 
to the ground, through the mismanagement of those 
employed to remove it.” He tells us that on the next 
day ‘‘a truculent article noticed this incident in one of 
our papers, as a happy prognostic of the success of 
the guillotine—to use their own words ‘as ominous to the 
aristocrats;’ the term then generally applied to all 
Americans who were opposed to French Jacobinism.” 


By ‘‘The Proceedings of the 66th Anniversary of the 
Orphan House &c’’ (published in 1855) a light is thrown 
on the later history of the Statue. 
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“Extract from the minutes of the Commissioners of 
the Orphan House, 17 March 1808 :— 


—At a meeting of the Commissioners of the Orphan 
House, the following communication was received from 
the Honorable the City Council of Charleston: 


City Council. March 10th 1808. 

The Committee to whom was referred the applica- 
tion of the Trustees of the South Carolina College beg 
leave to report, 

That, on enquiry, they find Pitt’s Statue to have been 
imported by a vote of the Commons House of Assembly 
of this State; that it shall be erected in Charleston. 
Although it is not mentioned as the property of the 
City in the Act of Incorporation, the City Council 
took upon them to have it pulled down as a nuisance 
in the year 1794, and used the iron railing that had 
surrounded it No opposition having been made to 
this arrangement for such a length of time by the 
Legislature, it is presumed that Pitt’s Statue is con- 
sidered the property of the City even by them, although 
no better title can be shown for it than their courtesy 
or neglect. As a wish has been expressed by the Com- 
missioners of the Orphan House that they may be per- 
mitted to erect it in their enclosure, your Committee 
recommend that they have the preference provided 
that they should erect and repair it within six months; 
and if not, that it should be given up to the Trustees 
of the South Carolina College. 

The said report being considered, was agreed to. 

(Extract from the minutes. ) 
(signed) 
G. M. Bonnetheau. 
Clerk of Council. 


The Commissioners of the Orphan House having 
taken the said communication into consideration, agreed 
to the same.” 
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The statue, which had been lying in the enclosure of 
the Orphan House, where it had been thrown against 
the West wall, was thereupon removed from the dirt 
that had nearly covered it, and in May, 1808, was erected 
on a pedestal in the Orphan House yard fronting the 
building. There the effigy of the Great Commoner 
stood for nearly three quarters of a century, surrounded 
daily by groups of happy children, impressively re- 
minding them of the Great Charter of our Liberties, 
the symbol of which had been shattered when the arm 
that held it was carried away by the British cannon- 
ball. 

Then, at a meeting of the South Carolina Historical 
Society in June 1880 ‘‘Mr. Joseph W. Barnwell intro- 
duced the following resolution, which after an interest- 
ing historical discussion was adopted :— 


Resolved, That a Committee be appointed to inquire 
into the feasibility of removing the Statue of William 
Pitt, afterwards Lord Chatham, from the grounds of 
the Orphan House to a more public place in the City 
of Charleston. 


And on 9 February 1881, 


“Mr. Barnwell, Chairman of Committee on the pro- 
posed removal of the Pitt Statue reported that a con- 
ference had been held with Mayor Courtenay and that 
the Statue of Pitt would be removed from the Orphan 
House grounds to the City Square at an early day.” 


In the Year Book of the City of Charleston for 1881, 
there is this brief notice of the removal:— 


“In May last the Statue of William Pitt, first Earl 
of Chatham, was removed from the Orphan House 
grounds and re-erected here (Washington Square), and 
attracts much attention from visitors.” 


The News and Courier of 27 May, 1881, gives an ac- 
count of this removal with a short sketch of the history 
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of the statue. In this we are told that the City Council 
sold to Judge Grimke the stones that composed the 
pedestal, by whom the slab with the inscription was 
placed in the wall of his garden, where it remained 
until the Statue was re-erected in the Orphan House 
grounds. 


In Washington Square Pitt stands today, but he 
looks no longer to the Eastward, as if addressing the 
people of England. He faces the West and in his 
attitude of persuasive appeal seem to pour out his 
eloquent words to the mighty population of these 
United States. His outstretched left arm is gone at 
the shoulder, as is the right! His severed head stands 
rudely replaced upon its neck! But his earnest face 
and figure still remain to remind us that the fundamental 
principle of liberty may be battered by enemies, may be 
defaced by false friends, and yet remain forever worthy 
of patient sacrifice and perpetual effort. 





The following extract from the News and Courier of 
17 December, 1898, makes an interesting comparison 
between the New York statue and that of South Caro- 
lina and is in other ways of interest. 


“In the course of a lecture recently delivered before 
the students of Columbia University, New York, by 
Prof. Dicey, of Oxford University, a suggestion was 
made to restore the headless statue of William Pitt 
in New York by comparing it with its replica in Charles- 
ton, S. C. Prof. Dicey thinks that the restoration 
would be ‘‘a graceful act on the part of the American 
people, and would tend to cement the bond of union 
between Great Britain and the United States of 
America.” This may or may not be so, but the point 
that will interest Charleston folk most is whether the 
statue standing in the centre of Washington Square is 
or is not a replica of the one which now lies in the base- 
ment of the New York Historical Society building. 
Opinions are divided in Charleston on this subject. 
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The cuts of the two statues which appear in the New 

York Herald of December 11 would seem to prove 
them to have only such resemblance as might come 
from their representing the same subject and being 
the work of the same hand. ‘The statue in New York 
is of marble, of heroic size, the figure draped and lean- 
ing against a part of a tree trunk. The head and arms 
are both missing, the former having been removed, 
it is supposed, by the Hessians, during the British 
occupation of New York city, and having decorated 
the Blue Bell Tavern, Kingsbridge, for several years 
before it finally disappeared. 

The Charleston statue is also of marble of heroic 
size, draped with the toga, which was an inevitable 
feature of historic statues in those days, and must 
once have been supported by a portiom of a tree trunk. 
It has been treated with rather more reverence than 
has been accorded to Mr. William Pitt in New York, 
for it stands, after many vicissitudes, in the centre of 
Washington Square, not upon the original pedestal, it 
is true, but upon one which contains one of the stones 
of the original pedestal.”’ 





The same article reprints from the South Carolina 
Gazette of Friday, 14th March, 1794, the following: 


“Vesterday the marblestatue of thelate Earlof Chatham, 
which has been standing for a number of years in Broad 
and Meeting Streets, was pulled down. The iron 
railing around it had been displaced a few days since. 
It is somewhat ominous to the aristocrats that, in 
removing this effigy, the head was literally severed 
from the body, though without any assistance from 
the guillotine. A correspondent observes that the 
executioners showed no kind of contrition on this 
melancholy occasion; not even a basket was provided 
to receive the head; not a single person was observed 
to dip a handkerchief in the blood, nor will it be at all 
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surprising if the body should remain without interment 
till the sound of the last trump. ‘Sic transit gloria 
mundi.” 


NOTE—In the Magazine of American History, vol. VII, 67 
and vol. VIII, 214-220, may be found accounts of the Pitt 
Statues in New York and Charleston, and a reprint from the 
Southern Literary Journal, vol. I, No. 5, Jan., 1836. 
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BURIALS. 


Cap‘. Frances Lander Buried p" the Rev’. M’ Sergin of S‘. 
George Aug* 28" 1761. 

Jane y* Daught". of Luci Boner Buried from M™ Lloyd at S*. 
George, Sept’. y° 15": 1761 intr*. without a minister 
Mary y* wife of William Boneau Buried Nov”. y° 25" 

1761. intr", without a minister. 

y’ Wife of Edward Say Schoolmaster at M*. Tho’. 
Ellictts Buried Dec”. y*: 25: 1761. inter*. without a 
minister. 

Elizabeth y* wife of Joseph Williams Buried Decb’. y° 25" 
1761—inter*. without a Minister. 

Susanah Daugh’ of John Miles & Anne his wife Buried 
Deb’. y* 31". 1761 

Mr. Thomas Ladson Buried p’. y’ Rev’. M*. Sargin of S‘. 
Georges Janry y° 7" 1762. 

Mary y° wife of John Samways Buried Jan”. y° 15" 1762. 

Thomas Son of Doct’. Thomas Henry Johnson & his 
wife Buried Feb”: y’. 2°. 1762. inter*. without a 
minister 

Mary Daught’ of William Chapman & Elener his wife 
Buried Feb”: y*: 11: 1762. int™. without a minister. 
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Christian the wife of George Tray Buried Feb”. y* 27" 
1762 intr*. without a minister. 

Martha wife of William Lyford Buried Sept": y° 8" 1762. 
int™. without a minister. 

Elizabeth Daught": of Edward Miles & Elizabeth his Wife 
Buried Sept" y° 12" 1762. inter*. with". a minister 





40. ~=—sSO.. CA. HISTORICAL AND GENEALOGICAL MAGAZINE 


Sarah, the wife of Joseph Elliott Buried sept": 30" 1762 
intr*. without a minister. 

Elizabeth the wife of Doct’. Cholmondely Dering Buried 
Octo”: y’ 23 1762 by the Rev’. M*. Martyn. 

George Son of Jacob Hinckle & Hannah his wife Buried 
Octo” 31°, 1762 inter*. without a minister. 

David Morgan a poor boy Lived with James Mathewes 
Buried Nov”. 6”. 1762, intr*. without a minister. 


BIRTHS. 


Edith Daught’. of Joseph Elliott & Sarah his wife born 
Janu”: y*® 6" 1759. 

Sarah Daught’ of Ibid born Dec”. 11™ 1760 

Gilbert Son of Ibid born July 27" 1762 

James Son of Joseph Elliott & Catherine his wife born 

Feb” 12™ 1764. 

Daniel Son of Thomas Heyward and Anne his wife born 
Decemb’. 4" 1761 

Susanah Daugh" of Jonathan Rivers & Frances his wife 
born July 19" 1761. 

Benjamin Son of Benjamin Elliott & Amarintia his wife 
born Dec”. y* 13" 1763. 

George Son of Benjamin Stone & Ruth his wife born April 
7, 1763. 

Hannah Daugh" of Jacob Hinckle and Hannah his wife 
born Janu™ 20" 1763 

Elizabeth Daughter of John Godfrey & Eliz’. his wife 
born April 20" 1763. 

Benjamin Son of William Mell & Anne his wife born Sept’. 
y° 19". 1763. 

William Miles Son of Thomas Hayward & Anne his wife 
born Sept*. y*° 12™. 1763 


William Thomas Harriet Son of Bennet Oldham & Harriet 
his wife born Janu”. y*° 5" 1764. 

Mathew Son of Mathew Smallwood & Judith his wife born 
Dec”. y° 10" 1763 

{ is wie Daught’. of Adam M‘Donald and Izabellah 


his wife born Decb’. 22°. 1763 this the oldest 
Anne-Bellah Daugh’. of Ibid born Do. 22" 1763 
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Henry Son of Jonathan Heape & Maryane his wife born 
March y* 10" 1764. 

Hugh y* Son of Richard King & Jean his wife born May 
y° 10° 1764 

William Son of Thomas Fuller & Lydia his wife born 

August 17 1763 

Sarah Daught’. of William Fuller & Sarah his wife born 
Novemb". y° 19" 1763. 

Son of Benjamin Elliott and Amarintha his Wife 
born Sept’. 20". 1764. 

William Son of Edward Miles and Elizabeth his wife 
Born 1762 

Edward Son of Ibid born 1764 

James Son of Patrick Hughs & Rebeccah his Wife born 
Novb’. y*® 26" 1763. 











CHRISTININGS THE REV’. CHA’. MARTYN. 


Susanah Daught". of Jonathan Rivers & Frances his wife 
bapt™ —— 1762 

Benjamin Son of Benjamin Elliott and Amarincha his wife 
Bapt™ April 4". 1763. 

Benjamin Son of Benjamin Stone & Ruth his wife Bapt™ 
June 19" 1763. 

Hannah Daught" of Jacob Hinckle & Hannah his wife 
Bapt™. June y*° 10" 1763. 

Elizabeth Daughter of John Godfrey & Eliz’ his wife 
Bap™. July y° 24" 1763. 

Benjamin Son of William Mell & Anne his wife Recev’. 
into the Congregation being privately Bapt™ Octo”. 23°. 
1763 

William-Miles Son of Thomas Hayward and Anne his 
wife Deces*. Bapt™ priv’. Bap". Octo”. y° 9" 1763. 

William Thomas Harriet Son of Bennet Oldham & Harriet 
his wife Bapt™. Janu’. y° 8" 1764. 

Mathew Son of Mathew Smallwood & Judith his wife 
Bapt™. Janury y° 8" 1764. 

Charles Son of Robert Rivers & Rebecah, his wife Bapt™. 
April y°® 2°: 1764 
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“ah A ai . Daughters of Mrs Mary Hyrne 
Widow Bapt™. March y* 29" 1764: p’ Diping 

Sarah Daught’. of Henry Hyrne Decs*. & Mary his wife 
bapt™. March 29™ 1764. 

Henery Son of Johnath”. Heape & Maryane his wife Bapt™ 
June y* 10" 1764. 

Hugh Son of Richard King & Jane his wife Bapt™. May y*° 
20" 1764. 

Sarah Daught" of William Fuller & Sarah his Wife Bapt™. 
May 1764 


BURIALS P” REV’. M’. MARTYN. 


Doct". Thomas Henry Johnson Buried Nov”. y* 23°. 1762. 
inter. without a minister 

Martha Booth widow of S‘. Pauls Parish Buried Decb’. 
20" 1762 Buried by y* Bapt™. Preacher M’. Wheler. 

Thomas Son of John Man & (Ann his wife) Deces”. 
Buried Dec’. y*° 27" 1762. 

William Grace Buried Janur’ 13 1763 

Sarah Daught". of Elizabeth Godfrey widow to Thomas 
Godfrey Buried March 12™ 1763. 

Edward Brown a poor man Lived with Maj’. Tho’. Fuller. 
Buried Sept’. y° 1°°. 1763. 

Anne the wife of Thomas Hayward Buried Sept" y* 26™ 
1763 

John Hudson a young man Clark to Mr. Stone March’. 
Buried Octo”. 1°°. 1763 

Benjamin Son of Benjamin Elliott & Amarincha his wife 
Buried Oct’. y° 9” 1763. 

Mary Daught" of Isaac Ladson & Rachel his wife Buried 
Octob’. y° 20 1763 inter* without a Minister. 


Robert Son of Robert Rivers Buried Nov” the 1°* 1763 

William Cattle Fuller Son of Whitmarsh Fuller & Judith 
his Wife Buried Decb" 7" 1763. 

John Ladson Buried Decb’. 14 1763 inter*. without a 
Minister 

Harriet the Wife of Bennet Oldham Buried Janu”. y* 8” 
1764 
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William Thomas Harriet son of Bennet Oldham Buried 
Janury y* 11" 1764 inter*. without a Minister. 

Col. Henry Hyrne Buried at St Bartholamews: Ashypoo 
Janu”. y° 29" 1764 

Hendrick Seles Servant to Doct’. Delahowe Buried July 
15" 1764. 


MARRIAGES BY THE REV" M’. MARTYN 


Adam McDonald & Izabellah Fitch married p" y* Rev’. M’. 
Skane of Prince Fredrick Parish Oct™ 15" 1762. 

John Ash & Grace Codner Sp’ Married Dec”. y° 22° 1763 
p M’. Martyn. | 

Henry-William Drayton [sic] & Dorothy Golightly Sp‘ 
Married March y* 29" 1764 

Thomas Scriven & Catherine Nicholson Marr*. March 22°. 
1764 

Benjamin Perry & Frances Elliott Sp’. Married July y* 8™ 
1764 

Joseph Anger & Anne Miles Sp’. Married July y* 26" 1764 

Cap’. Thomas Fole* & Catherine Melachamp Sp’ Married 
Nov": y° 1° 1764 

Thomas Verdal & ffrances Rivers wd’. married 1764. 

Richard Jones & Mary Nutcher Sp". married May y’° 23’. 
1765. 

Stephen Evins & Rebeccah Chapman Sp’., married p* y’ 
Rev’. M*. Willton in Cha Town June y° 24™ 1765. 

Alex’ Mackintosh & Eliz’ Smith Sp". Marr*. Nov” 
1765. 

Charles Bowler & Elizabeth Jones Sp’. Married Nov”. y° 
ar”. 1765 

John Taylor & Sarah Rusel Sp’. married at James’s Island 
May y° 29™ 1766. 

Coll’: Thomas Fuller & Elizabeth Miles widow Married 
Sept’. 7° 1766 

Thomas Skotowe Esq’. & Lucia Bellinger Sp’. married 
Dec”. 23°. 1766. 











*Thomas Foley Esq., commander of his Majesty’s ship the 
Escorte. S.C. Gaz. Nov. 5, 1764. 
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Frances Rose & Elizabeth Ann Lining Sp’. Married p’. the 
Rev". M*. Cooper July 2°. 1767 

William Cattell (Son of William Cattell Jun’.) was mar- 
ried to Sabina Lynch Spinster on the 8". day of March. 
1767 by the Rev’. M*. Joseph Dacre Wilton Assistant 
Rector of S‘. Philips Charlestown. 


BURIALS P" y° REV’. M’. MARTYN 


Anne Daught" of Richard King Buried July 23°. 1764 int™. 
without a minister. 

Elizabeth-Rebecca Daugh". of Edward Legg & (Elizabeth 
his wife) Buried Sept’. y* 2° 1764 

Son of Benjamin Elliott and Amarincha his wife 
Buried Octo”. 18" 1764 

William Murdaugh: an Aprentice Lived with M’*. Kirk- 
wood Buried Oct’. 23°. 1764. intr*. without a minister 

Jane Daughter of Richard King Buried Nov” y* 25" 1764. 
inter*. without a Minister. 

Deborah the Daught" of Richard King Buried Dec”. y‘ 
7" 1764 intr*. without a Minister 

Thomas White Buried a poor man who lived at Capt. Mack- 
intosh plantation Jan”. y° 4" 1765 intr*. without a minis- 
ter. 

Edward Miles Buried Febe”. 28" 1765. 

A Poor Man, a mender of broken China who died at Doct’. 
Dearing’s. Buried Sept’. 9" 1765 

John Smith Buried Sep”. 30” 1765 

Edward Son of Elizabeth Miles (widow to Edw’. Miles 
Dec*.) Buried Octobe" 6" 1765. 

Lydia the wife of Thomas Fuller Buried Octo”: y* 15" 
1705 

Coll’: Richard Bedon Buried by the Anabaptist Teacher 
M*. Stephens Decem”. y* 26". 1765 





William Fuller Buried p" y’ Rev’. M’. Wilton Janu”. y°: 
19": 1766 

Arthur Cattell Buried March: 18: 1766 inter*. without a 
Minister ; 

Elizabeth Hutchins widow Buried March y* 21". 1766 
inter*. without a Minister 
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BIRTHS 


Harriet Daught’. of Henry Hyrne & Mary his wife born 
Octo”. y’ 9" 1760. 

Sarah Daught’. of Ibid born February 16. 1763. 

Benjamin Son of Ibid born April y*. 2°. 1764 

Ann Barnet Elliott daughter of William & Sabina his Wife 
born April 8" 1760 

William Son of Ibid born December 26" 1764 

Lydia Fuller daughter of Thomas & Catherine Fuller his 
Wife born March 3°. 1774. 

Benjamin Son of Tho* & Catherine Fuller his wife born 
Feb’. 13". 1774 

Christopher Son of Tho’. & Catherine Fuller born Novem- 
ber 26, 1777 

Washington the Son of Tho*’. & Catherine Fuller born 
Octob’. 13. 1781. 

Benjamin Son of John Godfrey & Elizabeth his wife 
born August y° 12" 1764 

Anne y’ Daught’. of Thomas Scott & Anne his wife born 
Decb’. y* 2°. 1764 

William Son of James Harley & Anne his wife born Feb”. 
y’. 15° 1765. 

Benjamin Cattell Fuller, Son of Whitmarsh Fuller & 
Judith his wife Born March y* 2° 1765. 

Sarah Daught’. of Joseph Anger & Anne his wife born— 
y’ 1705. 

William Son of William Drayton Esq’. & Mary his wife 
born y*. 6" July 1760. 

Elizabeth Daught" of William Drayton & Mary his wife 
born August y* 16" 1761. 

Jacob Son of Ibid born 20 Nov". 1762. 

Hannah Daugh’. of Ibid born y*. 18 March 1764. 

Richard Son of Mathew Smallwood and Judith his wife 
born Feberwery y* 15" 1766. 

Poley Daught" of Jacob Hinckle & Hannah his wife born 
April y° 1° 1766 

Charles Son of Johnathan Heape & Maryane his wife born 
April y* 1°. 1766. 
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James Son of Frances Rose & Sarah his wife born Oct’. 
1765 

Mary Daught’. of George Tray & Elizabeth his wife born 
April 4" 1765. 

Susanah Daught’. of Benjamin Stone & Ruth his Wife 
Born Nov”. y* 9" 1765 

Charles Son of Charles Bowler & Eliz’. his Wife born 
August 3°. 1766. 


CHRISTININGS P’, THE REV’. M’. MARTYN 


William Son of Edward Miles and Elizabeth his wife 
Bapti™. January 27". 1765. 

Edward Son of Ibid Bapt™. Jan”. 27", 1765 

James Son of Patrick Hughs & Rebecca his Wife Bapt™. 
Feb”. 17" 1765 

3enjamin Son of John Godfrey and Elizabeth his Wife 

Bapt™. Sept’. y° 20" 1764 [?] 

Anne y* Daught’. of Thomas Scott & Anne his wife Bapt™. 
April 28" 1765. 

Mary Hyrne wid”. An Adult Bapt™. May 7" 1765. 

Catherine the wife of Joseph Elliott Bapt™. May y° 23°. 
1705. 

William Son of James Harley & Anne his wife Bapt™. July 
y' 7" 1765. 

3enjamin Cattell Fuller Son of Whitmarsh Fuller & Judith 
his wife bapt™. June 1765. 

Sarah Daught’. of Joseph Anger & Anne his wife Bapt™. 
y 1765. 

William the Son of William Drayton & Mary his wife 
Bapt™. by y’ Rev’. M*. Smith of St. Philips & Died y‘° 
9" May 1764. 

Elizabeth Daugh". of Ibid Bapt™. p" y’ Rev*. M’. Smith 
D*’. [No date] 

Jacob Son of Ibid Bapt™ by y® Rev*. M*. Wilton of S'. 

Philips. 

Hannah Daugh’. of Ibid Bapt™. p*. y’. Rev". M’. Smith of 
S‘. Philips Charles Town. 

Richard, Son of Mathew Smallwood & Judith his wife 
Bapt™. April y° 20™ 1766. 
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Poley the Daught". of Jacob Hinckle & Hannah his wife 
Bapt™. April y° 20" 1766 

Charles Son of Johnathan Heape & Maryane his Wife 
Bapt™. June y° 15" 1766. 

Mary Daught’. of George Tray & 
June y° 8" 1766. 





his wife Bapt™ 


BURIALS 


John Leafe a young man Died at Doct’. Deerings Buried 
intr*. without a Minister April 1766. 

James Son of Frances Rose & Sarah his wife Buried July 
y 6" 1766 p" M" Alason the Desenting Minister of Jam’. 
Island 

Rebeccah the wife of Patrick Hughs Buried August 15“ 
1766 intr*. without a minister 

Henry Son in law to Peter Caro Buried Octo”. 4™ 
1766 intr*, without minister 

Elizabeth Daught’. of Adam Sowers & his wife 
Buried Octo”. 6™ 1766 inter*. without a Minister 

John Bloodgood Buried Octo” 11™ 1766. int™. without a 
Minister 

Mary Holman widow Buried Octo”. y’ 15" 1766 intr’. 
without a Minister. 

Charles Son of Charles Bowler & Eliz’. his Wife Buried 
Oct”. y° 26" 1766 intr’. without a minister. 

Polley Daugh". of Jacob Hinckle & Hanah his wife Buried 
Octo”. y® 27: 1766. intr*. without a minister. 

William Elliott Sn’. Buried p’. Rev’. M’. Martyn Dec”. y’ 
1. 1766. 

M*™ Martha Bedon widow Buried p*. the Rev’. M*. Harri- 
son of Goos Creek Janu” y* 4". 1767 

Sarah the wife of Frances Rose Buried January y* 31". 
1767. 

Margret Ladson widow Burried March y* 4" 1767 p’. the 
Rev". M*. Sergant. 

Johnathan Heape Buried March 13". int™. without a Min- 
ister 1767. 

John Liston Schoolmaster to Cap’. Isaac Ladson Buried 
April 23°. 1767. intr*. without a Minister 
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M™. Liston widow of John Liston Buried April 29" 1767. 
intr’. with”. a Minister. 


BIRTHS 


Susanah Daught". of John Godfrey & Patience his wife 
born June 10" 1766. 

Elizabeth Louisa Daught’. of Richard Park Stobo and 
Mary his wife born y* 22°. Decemb’. 1758. 

Ann Daught’. of Ibid: born August 6" 1760. 

Jean Daught’. of Ibid: born June 4" 1764 

John Rutledge Son of Richard Park Stobo, & Mary his 
wife born August 6". 1768 

Mary Daught". of Ibid: born Feber’: 11" 1770. 

Martha the Daught’. of Thomas Scott & Anne his wife 
Born Octo”. y* 5" 1766. 

Thomas y* Son of Edward Legge and Elizabeth his Wife 
born January 1°°. 1764. 

Christopher Smith y° Son Edw*. Legge and Elizabeth his 
Wife Born Octo’. 11" 1766. 

Mary the Daught’. of Thomas Fuller & Elizabeth his wife 
born Octo”: 25" 1767 

Francis Son of Charles Bowler and Elizabeth his wife born 
7" Nov”. 1767. 

Joseph Son of Whitmarsh Fuller & Judith his wife born 
July y*® 19" 1768. 

Andrew Son of Jasper Hardlock & Mary his wife born 
Janu” 1769. 

George the Son of George Tray & Elizabeth his wife born 

April y® 3°. 1769 

Susanah y* Daught". of Samuel Jones & Sidney his wife 
born Octo” y*. 11™ 1768 

Mary-Elizabeth Daught" of John Holman & Pricilla his 
wife born 1769. 

Zackeus Son of Whitmarsh Fuller and Judith his wife 
born Sept”™” y° 17" 1769 

Martha-Elliott Daugh”. of Alexander Walker and Anne 
his wife born Janu”. y° 14": 1770 

Jane Daught". of Thomas Scott & Anne his wife born 
April 14" 1768. 
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Sarah Pricilla Daugh". to Do born April 2°. 1770 
Margret the Daught’. of John Godfrey and Patience his 
wife born Decem”. 17" 1768 


CHRISTININGS P" REV’. M’. MARTYN 


Susanah Daught’. of Benjamin Stone & Ruth his wife 
3apt™. Nov”. y® 17" 1765. 

Martha Daught’. of Thomas Scott & Ann his wife Bapt™. 
July y° 6" 1767 p’ y° Rev’. M* Cooper in Charles Town. 

William-Fairchild Son of Alexander Walker & Anne his 
wife Baptized Octob’ y* 4" 1767 priv’. Bapt*’’. p™. y° 
Rev". M’. Ellington Minist" a Agusta. 

Thomas the Son of Edward Legge and Elizabeth his Wife 
privately Baptis’d Jan” 8" 1764. 

Christopher Smith the Son of Edward Legge and Eliza- 
beth his Wife privately Baptis’d Octo 12" 1766. 

Francis Son Charles Bowler & Elizabeth his wife Bapt™ 
March y° 20" 1768 

Mary Daugh". of Thomas Fuller and Elizabeth his wife 
Bapt™. April y° 10" 1768. 

Joseph Son of Whitmarsh Fuller & Judith his wife Bapt™. 
in S‘. Phillips Parish Charles-Town Nov". by the Rev’. 
M"* Hart 1768. 

Andrew Son Jasper Hardlock & Mary his wife Bapt™. April 
16" 1769 p’. y’ Rev’. M’. Peirce 

George the Son of George Tray & Elizabeth his wife Bapt™. 
p’ the Rev*. M” Panting Priv’. Bapt’’. May y° 7" 1769. 

Susanah y* Daught". of Samuel Jones & Sidney his wife 
Bapt™. May 20" 1769 

Mary-Elizabeth Daught’. of John Holman and Priscilla 
his wife Bap’. Dec”. 25" 17609. 


MARRIAGES 


Nathaniel Fuller & Anne Fuller Sp’ Maried p" y° Rev’. M’. 
Peirce April y° 10" 1768. 

William Miles & Mary Elliott Sp’. Married Octo”. 26" 
1769 p’. the Rev’. M*. Martyn. 

Robert Rose & Rebeca Rivers Sp’. married p’ the Rev’. 
M’. Hart May y’ 3°. 1770. 
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John-Vincent Man & Anne Westbury Sp’. married p' y‘° 
Rev". M’. Martyn May y° 31" 1770. 

John Fraser & Sarah Ladson Sp’. Married p’ Rev*. M’. 
Martyn April 10" 1770. 

Thomas Rose & Mary Sanders of Chas. Town Maried p’. 
y*’ Rev’. M’. Cooper May y* 20 1770. 

Abraham Ladson & Elizabeth Rose Sp’. Married p’. the 
Rev". Thomas Panting May 2". 1771. 

Frances Rose & Sarah Backer Sp’. Married p*. the Rev’. 
Thomas Panting April 18" 1771. 

Robert Gibson & Anne Maria Black Sp’. Married according 
to the Rites & Cerimonies of the Church of England 19" 
May 1771. p’ the Rev’. Thomas Panting. 

Nathaniel Black & Joanah Shepperd Married according to 
the Rites & Cerimonies of the Church of England 19" 
May 1771 p’. the Rev’. Thomas Panting 

John Linning & Mary Rivers Sp’. Married p" the Rev’. 
Thomas Panting May y* 23°. 1771 

Thomas Horry & Anne Branford Spr. Married p’. y’ Rev’. 
M". Christopher Earnest Shwab June 13" 1772 

George Cree and Judith Connely Married p* the Rev’. M’. 
C. Ernst Schwab 3 times published in the Church 
1772. 

Benjamin Cattell (Son of William Cattell Jun.) was mar- 
ried to Mary McCall of Philadelphia on 25" June 1772 
by the Rev". Jacob Duché of Philadelphia 

M*. William Johnston to Ann Smith Spinster was married 
by the Rev’. M*. Peirce of Dorchester on Saturday the 
20" day of March 1773. 





(To be continued) 





ORDER BOOK 
of 


John Faucheraud Grimké. 


August 1778 to May 1780. 


(Continued from the October Number) 


Camp at the Sisters 
March 1779 


7. Orders by Major Grimké. 

The Detachment of Artillery will Parade in future at 
the Rising & Setting of the Sun, when the Roll is to be 
called & the off: Com*: guns will appoint the men to act 
under their Command. 

The Artillery & Waggon Horses are to be kept in Geers 
all Day & at night fixed to the Field Pieces & Waggons. 

The Quarter Master Serg': is to Supply all men coming 
off of Guard, Command or Fatigue each with a gill of Rum. 

The Quarter Master Serg’: will make an immediate re- 
turn of the Artillery Stores. 

The Com*: off’: of Companies will make out the Pay- 
rolls for two Months. 

Upon an Alarm the off’: & men are to Parade in front 
of their encampment & March without Delay to take Com- 
mand of their Respective Field Pieces. Should it prove 
Serious the waggoners are commanded to pack up the 
Baggage, Strike the Tents & move off towards the White 
House. 





8: Orders by Major Grimké. 
Serj. Ousby will attend at Gen’. Rutherfords Quar- 
ters at 9 oClock & at the Majors at 10 oClock in the Morn- 
ing for Orders, which he will afterwards deliver to Serj”. 
of Companies 
A Serj’. is to be Orderly for the week to act as Serj’. 
Major: Should any person plead Ignorance of Orders the 
Orderly Serj‘. is to be responsible 
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Commanding Officers of Companies will report what 
number of Musquet Cartridges are wanting to compleat 
the Cartridge Boxes of their respective Companies: Should 
any be missing after compleated, the Officers will be re- 
sponsible; they are therefore to inspect them at Morning 
& Evening Parade & examine their Arms— 

No Soldier is to quit the Camp without having previously 
obtained Leave of the Serj’. afterwards of the Officer 
commanding his Company, & finally of the Major. 
Punishment will be inflicted certainly on those who trans- 
gress.— 








Parole, Countersigns, Peace, Plenty 





9: Parole, Qubec, Counters’. Quiberoore, Quibbletown 





10: Parole, Counters’. 
11: Parole, Counters’. 





A Roll of the Officers of the South Carolina Continental 
regiment of Artillery, with the Dates of their Commissions 


Field Officers & Captains 

Owen Roberts, Col’. 16 Sept: 1776 
B. Beckman, L*. Col’. 25 Oct: 1778 
Jn’. F. Grimké, Maj". 25 Oct: 1778 


Captains. 
E. Mitchell 1°°. Nov. 1776 
John Detreville 10. Jan’: 1777 
R. B. Roberts 4. June, 1777 
Ja’. Mitchell 11. Sept’. 1777 
H. Davis 6. Jan’. 1778 
Wm. Mitchell 23. Oct’. 1778 


Captain Lieutenants. 
John Wickly 28. May 1778 
Barn". Elliott 29. May 1778 
John Gorget 30. May 1778 
Ja®’. Wilson 31. May 1778 
W”. Dennom tr. June 1778 
Tho*’. Weaver 25. Octo. 1778 
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First Lieut”. 
3asil Jackson 28. May 1778 
Jn’: S: Budd 29. May 1778 
William Tate 30. May 1778 
James Iield 12 Oct. 1778 
Hen’. Moore 25. Oct’. 1778 


i 
P. F. Platen 31 Oct’: 1778 


Staff. 
R. Burke, Surgeon 25 Sept: 1776 
Barn". Elliott Warr’. Adj‘. 25 Oct: 1778 
B. Jackson Warr’. Q’. M’. 5. Nov’. 1778. 


Return of the Stores, Ammunition &c. with the Detach- 

ment of Artillery encamped at the Sisters—7™ March 1779 
15 Round Ball, loose for’4 p’. 
60 Fixed Case Shot for 4 p’. 
60 Fixed round ball for 4 p* 
150 Empty flannel Cart’. 
14 Flannel Cart’. Charged 
1 Rammer & Sponge. 
1 Worm. 
100 Fixed Case Shot for 2 p’ 
60 Paper Cart*. Charged for d 
35 Case Shot unfixed for d’. 
24 Round Shot loose for d’. 
420 Tubes 
9 Port Fires 
3 Lintstocks. 

Match 

5 Priming Horns. 

2 Rammers & Sponges 

1 Worm. 


o 





Return of the Detachment of the South-Carolina Conti- 
nental Corps of Artillery encamped at the Sisters. 9'" March 
1779 

Fit for Duty 
1 Cadet 
rr. OF: Secj. 
2 Serjeants 
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3 Corporals 

1 Drummer 

4 Gunners 

12 Matrosses 

1 Matross-Driver 
Sick 

1 Matross 

Total—26. 





Camp at the Sisters 
March 12, 17709. 


Orders by Gen’. Rutherford. 

Parole, Tray—Counters’. Trusty, Time. 

One Gun from the Park of Artillery will be considered 
as an alarm, upon which the Guards & Out Posts will im- 
mediately repair to Camp & join their respective Corps. 

Orders by Major Grimké 

The Alarm to be fired by Cap‘. Mitchell. The Companies 
are to be exercised twice a Day according to the regulations 
of the Inspector—The Manual Exercise in the Morning and 
that of the Field piece in the Evening will precede the 
marching. Officers are requested to be attentive. 





13°: Parole, Utretch. Counters’. Union, Unity. 
14. Parole, Venice. Counters’. Virtue, Vigilance. 





15. Orders by Gen’. Rutherford. 

Parol, Washington, Countersigns Weane, Wiylic. 
Field-Officer for the Day tomorrow, L*. Col’. Brevard— 
Guards as usual excepting the Guard at the Savannah, 

which form a Corp™. to a Serj’. Guard, & be posted on the 
other side the Savannah, which Guard in Case of an Alarm 
will discharge their pieces, retreat & break the Bridges in 
order to impede the progress of the Enemy—A Party of 
4 Light Horse will be detached & take Post where the back 
road leads from M’*. Smiths to Turkey-Hill & reconoitre 
the roads from that Post down the Black Swamp & up 
towards Aparichocola; these Horse will be relived regularly 
as other guards. 
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The Commanding Officer at the White House will keep 
a Picquet Guard at Cypress Creek Bridge, Videtts on the 
other Side the Bridge. In Case of the Enemys approach 
the Picquet will destroy the Bridge & retreat to their Quar- 
ters—he will also keep a Picquet where the Black swamp & 
river swamp join. A Party of Horse will patrol from the 
camp down to that place—In case of an Alarm the Troops 
will immediately stand to Arms & march off to the Alarm 
Post—Col’. Sanders to take Post on the Right by the upper 
Flush, Col’. Lock & Col’. Brevard on the left of the lower 
one—Capt. Nicholas of Col’. Locks Reg‘. with 50 Men will 
take Post on the left of the Greater piece of Artillery & 
Cap’. Jamison with 50 Men from Col’. Sanders’s reg". will 
take Post on the left of the smaller Piece. These officers 
are to make it their particular Business to support the pieces 
of Artillery & receive Orders from Major Grimké for their 
Safety as he shall think fit to direct 








Camp at Two Sisters Ferry 
March 1779 
16: Orders by Gen’. Rutherford. 
Parole, Zenith; Countersigns, Zubly; Zeale. 

A Picquet Guard will be detached from the Main Guard 
& take Post at the Narrows between this & Williamson’s 
Quarter. It is expected that each officer without Distine- 
tion will attend the Parade & take their Posts, & continue 
there until discharged. 





17: Orders by Gen’. Rutherford. 
Parole, Ashepoo; Countersigns, Alliance, Assurance. 
No Officer or Soldier Shall pass to the White House or 
from the White House to Camp without written Orders 
from the Commanding Officer—The Sentries are desired to 
examine every person passing & if they are not provided as 
directed they will be put under confinement. 
Orders by Major Grimké. 
The Detachment lately arrived under Capt. L*. Donnom 
is to do Duty— 
The Guard is to be augmented to 1 Corp’. & 6 Privates & 
is to mount two Centinels— 
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An Officer of the Day is to be appointed : 

He is to confine himself during his Duty the Artillery 
Encampment & preserve Order therein; He will also take 
Care that all Orders are punctually complied with & direct 
the Orderly Serj‘. to turn out the Detachments to parade 
according to the Order of the 12" Inst. & that both Morn- 
ing & Evening they are exercised for two hours each in the 
different Marchings as the Inspector has directed— 

The Officer of the Day will visit the Guard & Centinels 
twice in the Night, be relieved on the Parade when the 
Guard mounts & make his Report very fully. 

Soldiers attending Officers are excused Guard mounting, 
but must turn out to the Morning & Evening Exercises. 

One Driver either of the Artillery or Waggons & one 
Fatigue-man is in future to go for Forage. 

The Fatigue Men will assist the Wagoners in striking 
the Tents & packing the Baggage, whenever an Alarm hap- 
pens. The Or. M: Serj: will consider it as his particular 
Duty to see this order complied with. For Duty today. 
Capt. L'. Donnom. Tomorrow L*. Budd. 





18: Parole, Burke; Countersigns, Bedford, Beaufort. 
Officer of the Day tomorrow, L*. Tate. 





19: Parole, Congress; Countersigns, Continent, County. 
Officer of the Day tomorrow Cap‘. L*. Donnom. 





20: Parole, Dublin; Countersigns, Destroy, Distress 

Officer of the day tomorrow, L*. Budd. 

H:Q: Purisburgh. 20 March, 1779. Orders by Gen: 
Lincoln. 

The Court of Enquiry which was Ordered to Examine 
into the affair of the 3°: Inst‘: at Bryar Creek & the Conduct 
of Gen: Ashe relative to his Command, Gen: Moultrie, 
Pres‘ :, have reported, that They are of Opinion Gen: Ashe 
did not take all the necessary Precautions which He ought 
to have done to Secure his Camp & obtain timely Intelligence 
of the Movements & approach of the Enemy; but They do 
Acquit him of every imputation of a want of Personal 
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Courage in the Affair at Bryar* Creek & think He remained 
on the Field as long as Prudence and Duty required him. 





March, 1779 Camp, Two Sisters Ferry 
A Return of the Detachment of the S’ Carolina Conti- 
nental Corps of Artillery, encamped at the Two Sisters 
Fery. 
17" March, 1779. 
Fit for Duty 

1 Cadet 

t Or. M’. Serj’. 

2 Serjeants 

4 Corporals 

2 Drummers 

4 Gunners 

16 Matross 

1 Matross Driver 

Sick in Camp 

I Serjeant 

2 Gunners 

2 Matrosses 

Sick in Hospital 
1 Matross 
Total—37. 


21: Morning Orders by Major Grimké. 

The Detachment will be mustered this Morning by Col’: 
Mosley: The Officers & Men will parade at ten oClock pre- 
cisely—before their Tents; the Men to be drawn up accord- 
ing to the List of their Names upon the Muster Rolls— 

G: O: Parole, Europe, Countersigns, Edinburgh; Ebe- 
nezar. 

R. O. Officer of the Day tomorrow, Liut Tate. 











22: Orders by Major Grimké. 

The Two oldest Officers present with the Detachment are 
always without Exception to take Command of the two 
Field Pieces— 





*See this Magazine vol. 14, p. 222, for an account of the Amer- 
ican defeat at Briar Creek; also Annals of the Kings Rifle Corps, 
vol. 1; “Royal Americans”, pp. 212, 318 for a British account. 
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Officer of the Day tomorrow. Cap‘. L*. Donnom. 
Parole, Frances; Countersigns Freedom, Fidelity 





23: Orders by Major Grimké 

Mr. Thomas Listen, Cadet, is appointed to act as Adju- 
tant to this Detachment. He is therefore to be obeyed & 
respected as such. 

Officer of the Day tomorrow—Lieu‘. Budd. 
Orders by Gen’. Rutherford. 

Parole, Countersigns 

Every charged Gun in Camp to be discharged this Even- 
ing at 5 oClock, as it was postponed yesterday Evening for 
some reasons. 

No Centry or Picquet will fire on their Post. 





24: Sir—You will march your Troops half after 10 
oClock—Cap*. Jimison will march in your front & Cap‘. 
Nicholls in your rear the Pieces in the Centre. 
G. Rutherford, B. G. 
Major Grimké. 
Parole Countersigns 





March 1779 Camp near the Two Sisters 
24: Major Grimke informs Cap‘. Jamieson that should 
an alarm happen his Post of Parade will be along the Ridge 
of the Hill on which the Artillery is encamped, paralell with 
the Road, on the Flank of the Redoubt. 

Camp near the Sisters— 

March 24™. 1779 


Major Grimke informs Cap‘. Nicholls that should an 
alarm happen his Post of Parade will be on the right of the 
redoubt, in which the Artillery is encamped. 

Camp near the Sisters 

March 24™ 1779 
Officer of the Day tomorrow—L". Tate. 





25: Sir—You will hold your Detachment in readiness to 


march on the earliest Notice G. Rutherford, B: G. 
Major Grimké. 
Parole Countersign 


Officer of the Day tomorrow. Cap‘. L*. Donnom. 








ORDER BOOK OF JOHN FAUCHERAUD GRIMKE 59 


26: Parole Countersigns 
Officer of the Day tomorrow Lieut‘. Budd. 





a¥: Camp at M*. Middleton’s Plantation. 
Parole, Countersigns. 
Officer of the Day tomorrow, Lieut‘. Tate. 





28: Parole Countersigns 
Officer of the Day tomorrow, Cap‘. L'. Donnom. 





29: Parole Countersigns 
Officer of the Day tomorrow Lieut‘. Budd. 





30: Parole Countersigns 
Officer of the Day tomorrow, Lieut‘. Tate. 





31: Parole Countersigns 
Officer of the Day tomorrow—Cap’*. L*. Donnom. 





(To be continued.) 








HISTORICAL NOTES. 


A REVIEW OF The Life and Letters of Harrison Gray Otis, 
Federalist, BY SAMUEL ELIOT MORISON, PH. D. (HARV.), 
HOUGHTON MIFFLIN CO., 1913.—This book is particularly 
interesting because it once again outlines the sharp changes 
in the political attitude of New England towards funda- 
mental principles of the Constitution of the United States 
between its adoption in 1787 and the death of Mr. Otis in 
1848. 

The author has been very frank in his treatment of this 
subject, and has not hesitated to define clearly the attitude 
of the dominant party of his section towards both secession 
and nullification. 

Those of us, who remember the discussions in 1860 as to 
whether the Southern States should secede by separate 
State action or by co-operative action, will be reminded 
that we did then but repeat the arguments propounded in 
New England between 1794 and 1815, at which latter date 
the movement culminated in the Hartford Convention. 

Once again does this book remind us of Pickering’s ad- 
vocacy of secession (1803-1804), and of Josiah Quincy’s 
unanswerable vindication of the same right, when he de- 
clared in Congress in 1811 that the admission of Louisiana 
would be “virtually a dissolution of the Union,” and that it 
would be the duty of some of the States to prepare for a 
separation—“amicably if they can, violently if they must.” 

As to nullification, we read (Vol. II, page 12), that in 
1809 the right of the State legislature of Massachusetts to 
nullify the Embargo and Force Acts “was freely asserted 
in terms scarcely differing from Calhoun’s ‘Exposition’ of 
1828.” The passage by Kentucky and Virginia of resolu- 
tions nullifying the Alien and Sedition Acts, written by 
Jefferson and Madison respectively, is dealt with, but the 
nullification of the Constitution of the United States by no 
less than fourteen of the Northern States at a later date 
hardly falls within the scope of the book. 

The chapters on the attitude of Otis to the question of 
slavery are quite interesting. When in 1800, John Rut- 
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ledge demanded that there should be thrown under the 
table a petition praying Congress to prepare the way for a 
general emancipation, Otis stated clearly his then opinion: 
“T think the subject ought not to be meddled with by the 
General Government, and, if any grievances exist, they are 
properly and only subjects of legislation in the several 
States.” 

The views of Otis on the efforts of Garrison and the 
abolitionists to incite servile insurrection induced him to 
speak out clearly in 1831, in Boston, against the assertion 
of a right to combine “‘to spread disaffection in other States, 
and poison the sweet fountains of domestic safety and 
comfort.” 

While stating clearly the opinions of Otis, even where at 
different times they varied, the biographer does not hesitate 
to express his own difference of view; but this is always 
done in such a way that the reader’s mind is not led off to 
argumentative resentment, even though he would like to 
record a distinct dissent. 

There are numerous pictures of the social life of the 
period, and perhaps a too free use is made of the word 
“aristocratic,” which is without meaning in America. Here 
it is generally used to describe the man who has a better 
education and better manners than the majority, entirely 
without reference to his power in government. Yet, when 
as far back as 1804 “the aristocratic democrats of the 
South” are spoken of, it is easy to see how the word may 
be perverted into an unmeaning term of opprobrium when 
used objectively, or into an equally meaningless claim of 
superiority when used subjectively. 

The book contains among others some interesting letters 
from John Rutledge, Benjamin F. Hunt, and Robert Y. 
Hayne, and much other material heretofore inaccessible. 

This biography will be of value to every student of the 
period and of interest to readers generally. It should he in 
every library. (Contributed by D. E. Huger Sinith.) 








